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Abstract 
In this paper we review recent evidence on the social identity model of leadership. First, 
we explain how this model is rooted in the social identity approach in social psychology 
and, specifically, the notion that shared reality and joint action in groups derives from 
shared social identity. We then show how effective leadership is a process of social 
identity management and we examine both the antecedents, the psychological and the 
political consequences of managing social identities 
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The group context of leadership 
Approaches to leadership differ in the breadth of their analytical focus. The trait approach1 
concentrates on the characteristics of the leader alone. Transactional2 and 
transformational3,4 approaches broaden this out to address the relationships between 
leaders and followers. The social identity model of leadership5,6,7 extends the focus still 
further. It starts from the premise that a leader is always the leader of some specific 
constituency: a political party, a religion, a country or whatever. Accordingly, it argues that 
leadership should be understood in terms of the relations between the leader and 
followers within a particular social group8. It follows that an understanding of leadership 
depends upon an understanding of group processes more generally. 
The social identity approach in social psychology — comprised of social identity theory9 
and self-categorization theory10 — argues that group behavior is underpinned by a sense 
of social identity (or ‘we-ness’) that is shared by a given a set of people. Shared social 
identity sets in train a series of cognitive, relational and emotional transformations which 
allow people to co-act effectively and thereby constitute a source of social power11. 
To start with, when people share a common social identity, their behavior becomes 
underpinned by a sense of connection informed by common norms, values, beliefs and 
goals12. Not only that, they also expect to agree on matters of relevance to the group13 
and they interact in ways that lead to convergence on a consensus14. In these various 
ways, perceptions of shared social identity lead group members to achieve a sense of 
shared  reality in the sense of (a) a commonality of concerns, (b) a commonality of internal 
states and (c) a reflexive awareness and assumption of commonality of internal states 
with fellow group members (see the work of Echterhoff, Higgins and colleagues1516). What 
is more, the sense of shared reality transforms what were individual opinions into social 
facts17 and thereby contributes the epistemic heft to render beliefs adequate as the basis 
for action. 
Next, shared identity creates a sense of intimacy and togetherness between people. It 
leads to an enhanced sense of trust and respect and increases cooperation, helping and 
social support18. In this way, people do not only gain certainly about their understandings 
and goals but are also able to combine their efforts - thereby becoming empowered to 
enact these shared understandings and to achieve their shared goals (collective self-
realisation, CSR19). Finally, successful CSR is experienced as intensely positive, thus 
explaining the powerful affectivity (sometimes termed ‘effervescence’) associated with 
collective phenomena20. 
If follows from this, that to the extent that an individual is able to shape the shared social 
identity (i.e., to define ‘who we are’ and hence ‘what we want to do’), then he or she is in a 
position to influence the shared reality and the coordinated action of group members. 
On the one hand, then, the social identity model sees leadership as dependent upon 
processes of shared identity and shared reality. That is, leadership is a process of social 
identity management6, by which the leader gains influence through defining the meaning 
of the group identity and hence shaping what we believe, what we value and how we 
should act. 
On the other hand, the social identity model sees shared identity and shared reality as 
dependent upon leadership. A sense of ‘we-ness’ and a sense of what this ‘we-ness’ 
means does not necessarily arise spontaneously. It is something that is created by 
leaders21,22. Indeed one could argue that the key aspect of leadership and politics more 
generally is to create co-acting constituencies who see themselves as part of the same 
social category. 
 
Four dimensions of effective leadership 
So what is it, then, that gives leaders the capability to manage social identity and thereby 
achieve collective social influence? Early studies in the field focused on group 
prototypicality23,24. This is the notion that an individual represents what it is that makes the 
group distinctive and special in comparison to other relevant groups. In this way, 
prototypicality differs from the notion of typicality or simply being an average group 
member25. Group members are more likely to accept that someone who, in themselves, 
represents the group and who they therefore see as ‘one of us’, is in a position to 
understand and to articulate the group identity. 
More recent work complements this emphasis on prototypicality, showing that being ‘one 
of us’ may be an important element in leadership but that it is only one of several separate 
dimensions – and not always the most important one26. For, insofar as group members 
are oriented to the practical implementation of their social identities, it may be necessary 
but not sufficient for a leader to understand and represent what this consists of.  
Two further things are generally needed. The first is that leaders employ their insights in 
working for the ingroup rather than for their personal interest or else the interest of an 
outgroup. Indeed while we may want leaders to treat members of the ingroup fairly, we 
expect them to favour the ingroup over the outgroup and will often reject those who treat 
the ingroup and outgroup alike27,28,29. 
The second is that these efforts need to bear fruit so that leaders’ actions pave the way to 
the achievement of group goals. This is not just a matter of success, it is also a matter of 
ensuring that such success is consonant with the values and priorities defined by group 
identity.  
There is also a temporal paradox which needs to be resolved here. That is, if leaders’ 
influence depends upon success, then they equally need to have influence and be able to 
mobilise group support in order to achieve such success. This paradox is resolvable to the 
extent that the leader is able to enact the goals of group mobilization within the 
mobilization itself. Here the performative dimension of leadership is critical. An example 
would be the way that Donald Trump choreographed his rallies to create a world where 
ordinary Americans, directed by Trump vanquish both an alien ‘enemy without’ (through 
the ejection of protestors) and an elitist ‘enemy within (through the taunting and silencing 
of the attendant media)30. In short, in advancing the group, leaders need to be 
impressarios of identity who create structures that allow group members to enact and live 
out their sense of shared identity  
In addition to being one of us, acting for us, and achieving for us, there is a fourth 
dimension which overarches all the other three. That is, while effective leadership 
depends upon the relationship of leaders and their actions to group identity, this identity is 
not something fixed and pre-given to which the leader must adapt and conform. Rather, 
one of the core elements of leadership lies in actively defining the identity, one’s self and 
one’s actions so as to produce a fit between them. Critically, this means that effective 
leaders must be skilled entrepreneurs of identity31.  
One of the best examples of this relates to one of the greatest American Presidents, 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt (FDR). Early in his adulthood, FDR contracted what was 
thought to be polio or ‘infantile paralysis’ and his advisers considered that this would 
disqualify him from high leadership, seen as associated with maturity and potency. Yet, in 
his triumphant election of 1936, in the midst of the great depression, Roosevelt 
constructed a vision of a crippled America overcoming economic paralysis and he 
deliberately paraded his own paralysed body before the country as a metaphor to show 
both that he understood the plight of ordinary Americans and also that he was the one to 
overcome it6,32.  
Entrepreneurship is not limited to establishing the prototypicality of leaders, however. It is 
also involved in representing them as working tirelessly for the group and as meeting 
group goals. In this way, two claims that were central to Donald Trump’s appeal were that, 
being rich himself, he could not be bought by Wall St. but was free to work for the people 
and that he (unlike career politicians) was supremely skilled in ‘the Art of the Deal’29,33.  
For those who are successful in establishing such connections between self and group 
identity, there is a growing body of literature showing them to be effective in motivating 
group members to follow them34,35, making group members more confident36 improving 
group performance37, and reducing burnout and increasing commitment to the group38. 
Such findings span a wide range of different types of group including work organisations39, 
educational establishments40 sports teams41, and political groups42,43, and they also are 
applicable to a wide range of cultures44. 
It is critical, therefore, that would-be leaders understand the importance of reflecting on 
the identity of the group they seek to lead and on the relationship between their leadership 
performance and the nature of group identity, of  representing the group and its 
aspirations, and of realizing its goals. These are the so-called “3Rs” of identity leadership6 
that are further elaborated in the ‘5R’ program of leadership development45 
Leader-follower relations and the definition of group identity 
The foregoing argument can be summarized by saying that the ability of leaders to shape 
the shared reality and shared action of followers depends upon what they have in 
common with these followers. Unlike trait, transactional and transformational theories, 
which generally focus on what sets leaders apart from followers (e.g., particular 
personality characteristics, special resources or extraordinary qualities like ‘charisma’) the 
social identity approach argues that it is shared membership of a social group that makes 
leadership possible.  
It is important to stress, however, that this focus on categorical relationships is not at the 
expense of analyzing personal relationships. Rather, it argues that the personal 
relationship between followers and their leader is framed by the over-arching categorical 
framework. Thus many followers evidently feel a close personal bond with their leader, but 
the extent to which they feel such a bond depends upon the extent to which they identify 
with the group and also identify the leader with the group46. That is, it is the mutual bond to 
the group that gives rise to a sense of connection between individuals within the group. 
Similarly, the evaluation of the leader’s qualities is a function of this mutual bond. Thus, 
highly identified followers rate their leaders as more charismatic47, as more authentic48, 
and they feel more closely bonded to them49 when these leaders are seen as being of the 
group and working for the group. 
But it is important to stress that the group context which binds followers to leaders and 
which enables effective leadership also acts as a constraint upon the exercise of 
leadership. Indeed, unlike other approaches which suggest that, if the leader has the 
necessary qualities or resources he or she can influence followers in any way they 
choose, the social identity approach asserts that a leader gains traction with followers as 
an interpreter of social identity. While leaders may have some leeway in defining ‘who we 
are’ and what that implies for action in context, they do not have completely free rein. 
They are constrained by the material artefacts of group culture (e.g., the way that national 
culture is defined in school history texts, public statues and monuments, even place and 
street names)29,50. They are also constrained by the understandings and interpretations of 
group members themselves. In this sense the positions of leader and follower can be 
regarded as more fluid than fixed — as encapsulated in the famous quip, variously 
attributed to Napoleon, Gandhi and (most accurately) the French politician Ledru-Rollin, 
speaking of the masses during the revolution of 1848: “I must follow them, I am their 
leader6. 
Taking the argument one step further, the relationship between leaders and followers in 
defining the nature of group identity is not fixed at a psychological level. Rather it is a 
matter of politics. Indeed, different types of political system can be characterized precisely 
by the balance between these two parties in the definition of group identity. Three broad 
types can be identified23,51. One, egalitarian leadership, involves the leader as a facilitator 
of a conversation between group members as to who they are in which all participate as 
equals. Another, hierarchical leadership, still allows space for leaders to participate but 
claims special expertise for the leader and involves the presentation of specific 
essentialised versions of identity as the one true definition. Finally, authoritarian 
leadership is characterized by an elision of the leader with the group. The leader becomes 
the embodiment of the group prototype such that anything the leader says, by definition, 
represents the group identity and anyone who disagrees with the leader, by definition, is 
attacking the group. This legitimates the repression of dissenters as ‘enemies of the 
people’ and renders debate impossible52. 
Conclusion 
The social identity approach to leadership starts from the premise that shared social 
identity is the basis for shared perceptions of reality and coordinated actions to (re)shape 
social reality. Leadership then consists of the ability to shape this social identity and hence 
determine the nature of shared reality and coordinated action. This in turn depends upon 
the ability of leaders to establish themselves as being of, and acting for, the group and 
hence establishing a bond with followers who also identify with the group. The dynamics 
of the group and its politics then depend upon the balance between leaders and followers 
in defining their shared identity, their shared reality, and their joint actions. 
 
                                                 
References 
1 Zaccaro, S. J. (2007). Trait-based perspectives of leadership. American Psychologist, 62, 6-16. 
2 Hollander, E. P. (1985). Leadership and power. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.) The Handbook of Social 
Psychology (3rd ed., pp. 485-537). Random House: New York. 
3 Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row. 
4 Banks, G. C., McCauley, K. D., Gardner, W. L., & Guler, C. E. (2016). A meta-analytic review of authentic 
and transformational leadership: A test for redundancy. The Leadership Quarterly, 27, 634-652. 
5 **Hogg, M. A. (2001). A social identity theory of leadership. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5, 
184-200. 
6 **Haslam, S.A., Reicher, S.D. & Platow, M. (2011) The New Psychology of Leadership. London, 
Psychology Press. 
7 **Haslam, S.A., Reicher, S.D. & Platow, M.J. (2015) Leadership: Theory and practice. In M. Mikulincer, P. 
R. Shaver, J. F. Dovidio, & J. A. Simpson. (Eds.), APA handbook of personality and social psychology 
(Vol. 2:  Group Processes, pp. 67-94). Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 
8 Platow, M. J., Haslam, S. A., Reicher, S. D., & Steffens, N. K. (2015). There is no leadership if no-one 
follows: Why leadership is necessarily a group process. International Coaching Psychology 
Review, 10(1), 20-37. 
9 Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. Worchel 
(Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33-47). Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole. 
10 Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering the social 
group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford: Blackwell. 
11 Reicher, S.D. (2017). “La beauté est dans la rue”: Four reasons (or perhaps five) to study crowds. Group 
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 20, 593-605. 
12 *Turner, J. C. (1991). Social Influence. Milton Keynes: Open University Press.  
13 Abrams, D., Wetherell, M., Cochrane, S., Hogg, M. A., & Turner, J. C. (1990). Knowing what to think by 
knowing who you are: Self‐ categorization and the nature of norm formation, conformity and group 
polarization. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29(2), 97-119. 
14 Haslam, S. A., Turner, J. C., Oakes, P. J., Reynolds, K. J., Eggins, R. A., Nolan, M., & Tweedie, J. (1998). 
When do stereotypes become really consensual? Investigating the group‐ based dynamics of the 
consensualization process. European Journal of Social Psychology, 28(5), 755-776. 
15 Echterhoff, G., Higgins, E.T. & Levine, J.M. (2009) Shared reality: Experiencing commonality with others’ 
inner states about the world. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4, 496-521. 
16 Echterhoff, G. & Higgins, E.T. (2017) Creating shared reality in interpersonal and intergroup 
communication: the role of epistemic processes and their interplay. European Review of Social 
Psychology, 28, 175-226. 
17 Hardin, C.D. & Higgins, E.T. (1996) Shared reality: how social verification majes the subjective objective. 
In R.H. Sorrentino & E.T. Higgins (eds.( Handbook of motivation and cognition (Vol. 3, pp. 28-84). New 
York: Guilford Press.  
18 Haslam, S. A., Reicher, S. D., & Levine, M. (2012). When other people are heaven, when other people are 
hell: How social identity determines the nature and impact of social support. In J. Jetten, C. Haslam & 
S.A. Haslam (Eds.) Haslam,  The social cure: Identity, health and well-being (pp. 157-174). London: 
Psychology Press. 
19 Reicher, S.D. & Haslam, S.A. (2006) Tyranny revisited. Psychologist, 19, 146-150 
                                                                                                                                                                 
20 Hopkins, N.P., Reicher, S. D., Khan, S. S., Tewari, S., Srinivasan, N., & Stevenson, C. (2016). Explaining 
effervescence: Investigating the relationship between shared social identity and positive experience in 
crowds. Cognition and Emotion, 30, 20-32. 
21 Haslam, S.A. & Reicher, S.D. (2007) Identity entrepreneurship and the consequences of identity failure: 
The dynamics of leadership in the BBC Prison Study. Social Psychology Quarterly, 70, 125-147. 
22 Reicher, S. D., Haslam, S. A., & Hopkins, N. (2005). Social identity and the dynamics of leadership: 
Leaders and followers as collaborative agents in the transformation of social reality. Leadership 
Quarterly, 16, 547–568. 
23 Hains, S. C., Hogg, M. A., & Duck, J. M. (1997). Self-categorization and leadership: Effects of group 
prototypicality and leader stereotypicality. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 1087-1099. 
24 Van Knippenberg, D. (2011). Embodying who we are: Leader group prototypicality and leadership 
effectiveness. The Leadership Quarterly, 22(6), 1078-1091. 
25 Haslam, S. A., & Reicher, S. D. (2016). Rethinking the psychology of leadership: From personal identity to 
social identity. Daedalus, 145, 21-34. 
26 **Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S.A., Reicher, S.D., Platow, M.J., Fransen, K., Yang, J., Ryan, M.K. Jetten, J., 
Peters, K. & Boen, F. (2014) Leadership as social identity management: Introducing the Identity 
Leadership Inventory (ILI) to assess and validate a four-dimensional model. The Leadership 
Quarterly 25, 1001-1024. 
27 Haslam, S. A., & Platow, M. J. (2001). The link between leadership and followership: How affirming social 
identity translates vision into action. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1469-1479.. 
28 Platow, M. J., & van Knippenberg, D. (2001). A social identity analysis of leadership endorsement: The 
effects of leader ingroup prototypicality and distributive intergroup fairness. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1508-1519. 
29 Platow, M. J., Hoar, S., Reid, S. A., Harley, K., & Morrison, D. (1997). Endorsement of distributively fair 
and unfair leaders in interpersonal and intergroup situations. European Journal of Social Psychology, 
27, 465-494. 
30 Reicher, S.D., & Haslam, S. A. (2017). The politics of hope: Donald Trump as an entrepreneur of identity. 
In M. Fitzduff (Ed.) Why Irrational Politics Appeals: Understanding the Allure of Trump (pp. 25-40). Santa 
Barbara, CA: Praeger. 
31 **Reicher, S.D. & Hopkins, N.P. (2001) Self and Nation. London: Sage. 
32 Leuchtenburg, W.E. (1995) The FDR Years. New York: Columbia University Press. 
33 Stone, R. (2017) The Making of the President, 2016. New York: Skyhorse 
34 Steffens, N. K., Mols, F., Haslam, S. A., & Okimoto, T. G. (2016). True to what We stand for: Championing 
collective interests as a path to authentic leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 27, 726-744. 
35 *Steffens, N. K., Schuh, S. C., Haslam, S. A., Perez, A., & Dick, R. (2015). ‘Of the group ’and ‘for the 
group’: How followership is shaped by leaders' prototypicality and group identification. European Journal 
of Social Psychology, 45, 180-190. 
36 Fransen, K., Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., Vanbeselaere, N., Vande Broek, G., & Boen, F. (2016). We 
will be champions: Leaders' confidence in ‘us’ inspires team members' team confidence and 
performance. Scandinavian Journal of Medicine & Science in Sports, 26, 1455-1469. 
37 Fransen, K., Haslam, S. A., Mallett, C. J., Steffens, N. K., Peters, K., & Boen, F. (2017). Is perceived 
athlete leadership quality related to team effectiveness? A comparison of three professional sports 
teams. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 20, 800-806. 
38 Steffens, N. K., Yang, J., Jetten, J., Haslam, S. A., & Lipponen, J. (2017). The unfolding impact of leader 
identity entrepreneurship on burnout, work engagement, and turnover intentions. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology. Advance online publication. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000090  
39 Steffens, N. K., & Haslam, S. A. (2017). Building team and organisational identification to promote 
leadership, citizenship and resilience. Managing for Resilience: A Practical Guide for Employee 
Wellbeing and Organizational Performance. In M.F. Crane (Ed.) Managing for Resilience (pp. 150-167). 
London: Routledge 
40 Mavor, K.I., Platow, M.J.  & Bizumic, B. Self and Social Identity in Educational Contexts. London: 
Routledge 
41 Cotterill, S. T., & Fransen, K. (2016). Athlete leadership in sport teams: Current understanding and future 
directions. International Review of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 9(1), 116-133. 
42 Steffens, N., & Haslam, S. A. (2013). Power through 'us': Leaders' use of we-referencing language 
predicts election victory. PLoS ONE, 8(10): e77952. 
43 Gleibs, I. H., & Haslam, S. A. (2016). Do we want a fighter? The influence of group status and the stability 
of intergroup relations on leader prototypicality and endorsement. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(4), 557-
573. 
44 van Dick, R., & Kerschreiter, R. (2016). The social identity approach to effective leadership: An overview 
and some ideas on cross-cultural generalizability. Frontiers of Business Research in China, 10(3), 363. 
45 *Haslam, S.A., Steffens, N. K., Peters, K., Boyce, R. A., Mallett, C. J., & Fransen, K. (2017). A social 
                                                                                                                                                                 
identity approach to leadership development: The 5R Program. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 16, 
113-124. 
46 Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., & Reicher, S. D. (2014). Up close and personal: Evidence that shared 
social identity is a basis for the ‘special’relationship that binds followers to leaders. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 25, 296-313. 
47 Platow, M. J., Knippenberg, D., Haslam, S. A., Knippenberg, B., & Spears, R. (2006). A special gift we 
bestow on you for being representative of us: Considering leader charisma from a self‐ categorization 
perspective. British Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 303-320. 
48 Steffens, N. K., Mols, F., Haslam, S. A., & Okimoto, T. G. (2016). True to what We stand for: Championing 
collective interests as a path to authentic leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(5), 726-744. 
49 *Steffens, N. K., Haslam, S. A., & Reicher, S. D. (2014). Up close and personal: Evidence that shared 
social identity is a basis for the ‘special’ relationship that binds followers to leaders. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 25, 296-313. 
50 Reicher, S., McCrone, D., & Hopkins, N. (2010). A a strong, fair and inclusive national identity: Aa 
viewpoint on the scottish government’s outcome 13. London: Equality and Human Rights Commission 
Research Report No. 62. 
51 *Reicher, S.D., Haslam, S.A. & Platow, M.J. (2014) Social psychology. In Rhodes, R.A.W. & ‘t Hart, P. 
(Eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Political Leadership (pp. 149-160) Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
52 Reicher, S.D., Haslam, S. A., Platow, M.J., & Steffens, N.K. (2016). Tyranny and leadership. In S. 
McKeown, R. Haji & N. Ferguson (Eds.) Understanding peace and conflict through social identity theory 
(pp. 71-87). Springer International Publishing. Basel: Springer International. 
